Abstract: Th e Russian Federation is a relatively new player in the fi eld of international education, although a strapping one, boasting more than 296 thousand inbound students in 2015/2016 according to the Project Atlas' data. However, most of those students come from former Soviet Republics and China and aim for degree programmes. Th e numbers of inbound non-degree seeking students and students from the OECD countries are still sparse. Proper internationalisation became a hot and debatable topic aft er the creation of the Academic Excellence Project 5-100 and subsequent promotion of Russia on the international education market. Th is paper aims to compare the current state of student academic mobility in Europe to its state in Russian higher education institutions (HEIs). Th e authors believe that the fact that Russia might be considered "lagging behind" in academic mobility can be attributed to several factors, the main one being the general lack of applicable regulation and initiatives on the national level, as well as general inexperience when it comes to mobility programs. Europe (meaning the practices on the level of individual states as well as on the level of the European Union) is chosen as a reference region for its proximity to Russia and existence of a common framework in the sphere of higher education, namely the Bologna process. Th e fi rst part of the article explains the notion of academic mobility as it is understood both in Europe and in Russia. Th e second chapter deals with the perceived value of academic mobility and student mobility as its part. Th e third chapter is devoted to the analysis of relevant international agreements (mainly documents of the Council of Europe), as well as diff erent practices within European countries. Th e fourth chapter is dedicated to the analysis and history of the fl agship EU exchange scheme -the Erasmus Programme. Th e fi ft h chapter delves into the inner regulatory workings of academic mobility in the Russian Federation, comparing the existing situation with the practices analysed in the previous chapters in order to draw conclusions on the state of the regulatory framework of Russian academic mobility.
Introduction
Academic mobility is one of the crucial concepts in contemporary education, which demonstrates global processes in this sphere. Th e internationalisation of education, which is irrevocably linked to the concept of academic mobility, has risen to prominence in the last 30 years along with globalisation processes. It is defi ned as an intentional process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions, and delivery of post-secondary education, in order to enhance the quality of education and research for all students and staff and to make a meaningful contribution to society 1 . Even though scholars agree that having a solid stream of incoming international students and increase in international partnerships in any form is only a part of creation of internationalised university 2 , the links between internationalisation and student mobility are obvious. It is widely accepted that internationalisation (and academic mobility as a part of it) has become one of the key drivers of education development in the last decades. However, as internationalisation is a borderline fi eld between education as such and international relations, suffi cient regulatory frameworks should be established in order to properly execute mobility programmes in such a way that they will be benefi cial to all parties of the process, primarily students.
Th is paper's goal is to evaluate the current state of student mobility in European and Russian higher education institutions (HEIs) in a comparative perspective in order to identify possible ways to ameliorate current Russian practices in this regard.
Th e paper is divided into fi ve parts, consecutively dealing with the notion of academic mobility and its value, relevant international agreements and exchange programs, the fl agship EU exchange scheme -Erasmus, and, fi nally, Russian regulatory framework and practices as compared to their European analogues. 
Th e notion of "academic mobility"
Th e Council of Europe's Council of Ministers in the Recommendation on Regional Academic Mobility (1996) defi nes the term "academic mobility" as follows: "a period of study, teaching and/or research in a country other than a student's or academic staff member's country of residence (henceforth referred to as the "home country"). Th is period is of limited duration, and it is envisaged that the student or staff member return to his or her home country upon completion of the designated period"
.
A similar defi nition is used within the regulatory framework of the Bologna process -a process initiated between European countries for ensuring comparability in the standards and quality of higher education qualifi cations. Th e Bologna Declaration has greatly contributed to the spread of student academic mobility and growth of its value for education. Russia joined the Bologna Process in 2003.
In Russian legislation, there is no defi nition of either "academic mobility" or "student mobility". However, the term "academic mobility" is used twice in the Russian Law on Education 4 : -in Article 15, in relation to the network form of realisation of educational programmes. Under the "network form" the law understands a possibility of studying the educational programme in several educational institutions, including foreign institutions. Section 3 of this Article establishes requirements for agreements on the network form of realisation of educational programmes, one of which is "the rules for organisation of student academic mobility"; -in Article 105, which is dedicated to international cooperation in education, international academic mobility is listed as one of the spheres of international cooperation to which the Russian Federation is contributing.
International instruments signed by the Russian Federation also mention academic mobility. For instance, the Interstate Programme of Innovative Cooperation of the CIS Member States for the Period until 2020 5 uses the term 'academic mobility' without defi ning it. However, according to a comparison between these provisions, made by Russian researchers, the notion of 'academic mobility' is much better developed in the Programme than in the Law on Education "Law" 2016, no. 11, pp. 50-58. Other regulatory documents scarcely mention academic mobility. For example, in the "Concept of State Migration Policy of Russian Federation until 2025" 7 academic mobility covered only the mobility of scientists and professors for demonstration of research results, exchange of experience and other professional purposes. Th is concept does not include students in academic mobility process, even though the text includes provisions on governmental assistance to educational migration.
In Russian research literature academic mobility is considered an integrative term that unites all types of mobility 8 , and thus the concept of 'student mobility' is included in the concept of 'academic mobility' . Some authors use the term 'academic mobility of students' , which confi rms our point of view that there is no clear boundary between academic mobility and student mobility 9 . Th ere are diff erent approaches to defi nition of the notion of academic mobility. Some scientists defi ne academic mobility as an "opportunity for external changes (getting new knowledge and skills to change one's social status etc.)". A more psychological approach is based on the assumption that academic mobility is a "characteristic of the inner freedom and internal need of a person"
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. Th e main feature of this approach is the focus on personal characteristics, as opposed to the traditional defi nition concerned with people collaboration and mobility.
One more point of view on academic mobility is implying that the term combines sociological, psychological, pedagogical and cultural components. According to this approach academic mobility is an "opportunity for self-realisation and development of personal characteristics through studies in foreign universities, participation in educational programmes and receiving new experience from cultural and educational exchange". 
Value and positive eff ects of academic mobility for modern higher education
Considering current global processes, academic mobility is a necessary part of the higher education system. Academic mobility is signifi cant both for STEM disciplines and humanities as international experience contributes to capacity development and professional skills. Academic mobility enables to obtain new knowledge and professional skills, and to develop personal qualities such as cultural adaptation. Consequently, "academic mobility of students is an extremely important process for personal and professional development, because participants face and deal with life situations, analyse them from the perspective of their own and others' culture, helping universities to prepare qualifi ed persons who can communicate eff ectively with other cultures".
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In general, participation in long-term international mobility is expected to gain signifi cant labour market returns 13 and indispensable skills -a study of alumni of the Erasmus programme states that 90% of benefi ciaries of the programme regarded communication skills, adaptability and analytical skills, which they gained during their mobility period, as important for getting their fi rst job.
14 Getting to know a new culture contributes to the development of intercultural communication, tolerance and cross-cultural understanding. Students can get more understanding with foreign citizens in further professional activities through the recognition of intergroup and intragroup diff erences, interaction with the world around.
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Th at is why the correct preparation for another socio-cultural environment is a particularly important point and "the quality of exchange depends on the correct interaction of partner universities, knowledge of culture and traditions of the country".
16
Staying in another cultural and educational environment contributes to the development of skills, independence and creative activity that is a requirement for adaptation to new socio-economic conditions. Involvement in international professional and scientifi c environment provides an opportunity for establishing personal ties and further cooperation. In addition, language practice allows to be in demand in the labour market.
Th ere are, as well, several mentions of negative aspects of academic mobility: migration processes, brain drain, and the use of academic mobility as a tool to increase the perceived prestige of a university with a lack of concentration on the Committee of Ministers adopted Recommendation No. R (84) 13 21 concerning the status of foreign students which provided a comprehensive set of principles for the formulation of policies regarding foreign students. It stressed that students should be encouraged to spend one or two years of study abroad, depending upon the course of study.
In the 1990s the Council of Europe continued its eff orts towards creating a common European higher education area. In 1990 the European Convention on the General Equivalence of Periods of University Study was adopted 22 . It provided a legal basis for recognition by a student's university of origin of periods spent in a university abroad, whether or not a certifi cate is issued attesting to them. Such recognition presupposes that there has been a prior agreement between the two universities concerned.
In 1997, the Convention on the Recognition of Qualifi cations Concerning Higher Education in the European Region, also known as the Lisbon Recognition Convention
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, was adopted under joint auspices of the Council of Europe and UNESCO; it also addressed the European Community as a potential signatory party. It called for recognition with a more demanding voice and was far more specifi c with regard to the implementation of these goals than preceding multilateral conventions.
European ministers of higher education also played an active role in the integration of European higher education systems. In 1998 at the Sorbonne University the so-called Sorbonne Declaration on the harmonisation of the architecture of the European higher education system 24 was signed by the ministers of higher education of France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom. It was followed in 1999 by the famous Bologna Declaration 25 , which called for a system of three cycles, leading respectively to a bachelor's degree, master's degree, and doctoral degree. In the following conferences of the ministers of higher education in Prague (2001), Berlin (2003) , Bergen (2005) and London (2007) , the Bologna Process agenda was extended and made more detailed.
Th e existing academic mobility programmes can be classifi ed as follows: they can be unilateral, bilateral or multilateral. Th ey can exist on a national level (cooperation 21 Recommendation no. R (84) between countries) or on the institutional level (cooperation between universities). Th ey can also be divided into degree-mobility programmes and temporary mobility programmes. Degree-mobility, i.e. mobility for whole degree programmes, is prevalent among students coming to Europe from other parts of the world, while temporary mobility is widespread within Europe 26 . For instance, Chevening is a British unilateral mobility programme that accepts students from 144 countries and territories to undertake postgraduate studies and pursue degrees in universities of the United Kingdom. It is funded by the British Foreign and Commonwealth Offi ce. Visby and Stipendium Hungaricum are further examples of the same type of exchange programmes.
Th e Visby Programme provides a number of full scholarships for master's programmes in Sweden. Candidates from Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine can apply. Th e programme is funded by the Swedish Institute.
Stipendium Hungaricum is based on bilateral educational cooperation agreements signed between the Ministries responsible for education in the sending countries/territories and Hungary or between higher education institutions. It is funded by the Hungarian Government.
Such programs can be established not only by national, but also by regional governments. An example of such programme, BAYHOST (the Bavarian Academic Centre for Central, Eastern and South-eastern Europe), provides funding for incoming and outgoing student mobility between Bavaria and countries in Central, Eastern and South-eastern Europe, including Russia. As for the outgoing degreemobility programmes in Europe, the Italian "Master and Back" programme could serve as an example. It was implemented in 2005 by the Italian region of Sardinia. Th e programme is co-fi nanced by the European Social Fund and provides talented Sardinian students with scholarships to pursue master's degrees in the world's best universities. In 2014 a similar programme called "Global Education" was launched in Russia
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. In exchange for the scholarship this programme demands its alumni to work in designated Russian organisations for three years aft er graduation. AKTION Österreich -Tschechische Republik is an example of a bilateral cooperation programme between Austria and the Czech Republic, which off ers grant funding for study and research periods in the partner country and participation in summer language schools and other summer school events.
Th e Campus Europae programme is an example of an institutional level programme, which unites 30 universities from 20 countries. It is co-funded by the Erasmus+ programme of the European Union, and the fi nancial support students receive is identical to that of the Erasmus+ programme.
North2north is a multilateral regional programme which involves universities situated in the North. Denmark, Greenland, the Faroe Islands, Canada, the United States, Finland, Sweden, Norway, Iceland and Russia participate in the north2north programme. It is conducted on the base of Th e University of the Arctic (UArctic), which is a cooperative network of universities, colleges, research institutes and other organisations concerned with education and research in and about the North. Th e University of the Arctic was created by the Arctic Council in 2001.
All of these programmes play their role in European higher education integration, but that role is mostly supplemental compared to the Erasmus programme.
Key European practice -Erasmus Programme
Th e Erasmus programme is a true cultural phenomenon for modern-day Europe. Th e European press frequently speaks of the "Erasmus Generation" as the generation of 40-30-year-old Europeans who benefi ted from the programme and the freedom of movement it allowed within the EU Erasmus programme is routinely referred to as a fl agship project and one of the most successful 31 programmes of the EU -more than 3 million students have participated in it since its introduction in 1987 and last year it celebrated its 30th anniversary last year, the same year in which the Rome Treaty celebrated its 60th. We can see that the majority of EU programmes and activities concerning cooperation and integration in the education fi eld appeared only slightly before establishment of the EU proper.
One of the reasons why education was out of priority for the European Communities at the time was because the agenda leaned towards economic and agriculture policies, while education was considered to be a "political" topic more suited for the Council of Europe 32 (as can be evidenced by its output analysed in Chapter 2). However, the 1968 student protests, as well as the 1973 and 1979 oil crises, prompted European decision-makers to place more focus on education. In 1976, the fi rst Council decision on education was approved
33
. Th e action programme under the approved decision included so-called Joint Study Programmes, the precursor to larger mobility schemes were operational since 1976 and fi nancially supported the networks of university departments that exchanged students for a period of up to one year and also included some funds for mobile students.
However, the original proposal for a larger mobility programme was withdrawn aft er negotiations -several developed countries, who had already established their own mobility schemes were opposed to the proposal, while other countries were in favour. Aft er several months, a compromise was reached, and a new large-scale mobility scheme called the EuRopean Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students (ERASMUS) was adopted in June 1987 34 . Regulation already included a grant support mechanism -fi xed with an average of 2,000 ECU and maximum of 5,000 ECU. More than 3,200 students went on Erasmus exchange in the fi rst year of its existence.
Another programme, Tempus 35 , was established in 1990 [10] . Th e Tempus programme is a true "chameleon" within EU education and youth programmespress-release_IP-14-1025_en.htm, projection derived from data from Erasmus Impact Study, p. 136 . Th e importance of the programme 37 is evidenced by the fact that its budget was several times higher than the budget of the original Erasmus programme. Tempus I, consisted of 3 actions -support for joint European projects, a mobility grant scheme and complimentary activities.
Th e fi eld of academic student mobility during the period of European Communities ends with the establishment of these two programmes. Th e regulatory documents establishing them are very broad and in the majority of cases do not contain much by way of information for analysis. Th e biggest reason for that is the fact that clear mention of the fi eld of education was only included in the Maastricht Treaty -in current article 165 TFEU
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. Before that, education was absent from the EC spheres of activity, which severely limited the tools available to EC bodies to operate in the fi eld (as evident from the pushback to the original establishment of the Erasmus programme).
In 1994, the majority of European education and science programmes have been combined into two umbrella programmes -"Leonardo" for vocational education activities 39 and "Socrates" for general education activities
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. Th e Erasmus mobility scheme became part of Socrates. However, unlike its counterpart, which dissected the parts of the previous programmes and rearranged them within a new one, Socrates merely grouped previous programmes while adding new components. Th is allowed to sustain the brand of Erasmus while striving for better administrative effi ciency of the process, which was a successful feat -support for student mobility substantially increased under Socrates
41
. Th e establishment of cooperation also changed -from applying as a network of cooperating institutions, and concluding agreements between and within said networks, bilateral cooperation became the operative mode of establishing Erasmus mobility projects. Th e Tempus programme was then stripped of its long-term mobility scheme (which was subsequently put into Erasmus). Aft er being stripped of its long-term mobility scheme, the Tempus programme focused on projects related to education policy reform and capacity building within the neighbours of the EU (former Soviet republics joined aft er the establishment of Tempus II in 1994, and the geography kept on growing).
Th e Socrates Programme was replaced in the next funding cycle by the Lifelong Learning Programme 42 (LLP), which brought about a further bundling of activities -the Socrates and Leonardo activities were merged into a single education-related programme, which contained 6 diff erent sub-programmes, one of which being Erasmus. Financial contribution to Erasmus activities within the LLP amounted to 40% of the general budget of the programme 43 . Th e latest and most ambitious EU programme in the fi eld of education and youth is called "Erasmus+" and it runs from 2013
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. Th is programme is the currently functioning one. In continuation of a unifi cation trend, Erasmus+ became an umbrella for the majority of diff erent youth engagement programmes, initiatives and actions carried out by the EU within one comprehensive regulatory framework. Th e nature of the enabling document had also changed from decision of the European Council to the regulation, which ensures its implementation in the member states and provides for more thorough regulation than before.
Th e adoption of one single catch-all programme helped to once again signifi cantly ease the management of mobility activities (education and youth-related), which had been scattered in diff erent programs under diff erent sets of regulations. Even though the practice of using umbrella programmes is not new (Socrates and Lifelong Learning Platform being the previous iterations of the same concept), it is widely believed that the collection of all related youth, education and sport activities permits for a more synergetic regulation and evaluation of concrete actions.
Erasmus+ consists of 3 Key Actions ('KA') -Mobility of individuals (KA1), Cooperation for Innovation and Exchange of Good Practices (KA2) and Support for Policy Reform (KA3). Additionally, separate areas exist for the funding of sport activities (Erasmus+ Sport) and higher education activities in the fi eld of European integration (the Jean Monnet Activities). Th e Programme has an overall funding of more than 16 billion euros of the EU Budget for the seven years (2014) (2015) (2016) (2017) (2018) (2019) (2020) 45 . What is commonly called "Erasmus exchange" or "Erasmus" currently resides under Erasmus+ KA1, the fi rst of its sub actions provide for support for academic mobility for a period of study from 3 to 12 years in a host institution in another country. Academic student mobility with partner countries of the programme 46 is regulated by diff erent action under KA1 -International Credit Mobility (ICM). KA1 as a whole receives the majority of funding under the programme -2016 saw an allocation of 54% of yearly budget towards it 47 . Th e current grant scheme takes into account the costs of living in sending and receiving countries, with the average monthly grant being around 250-275 Euros.
One of the major changes between "normal" Erasmus and ICM is the source of the funding. While Erasmus+ activities are funded from its own budget line, ICM is considered part of external aff airs of the EU and uses several diff erent sources of funding. Five funding strands called 'instruments' provide this budget, with each instrument covering one or several countries in the world. For example, funding for projects with the Russian Federation and Serbia is provided through the European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) and funding for projects with the United States and Canada -through Partnership Instrument (PI). Additionally, when applying for projects under the Erasmus+ programme, applicants need to prove the "added value" of having a country-based participating partner.
Th is system places the accessibility to mobility under the political will of the EU, which makes it a powerful weapon in negotiations between EU and non-EU member programme/partner countries -Switzerland's partnership for example was frozen in the programme following a referendum limiting the immigration of EU citizens into the country and it is unlikely to return until the next cycle
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. On the other hand, the system provides for the possibility of yearly adjustment and smarter targeting of funds. For example, from 2018 a dedicated budget envelope (a group of countries for which the funding is being provided) is being created for West African countries. Management of mobility is conducted by Erasmus/mobility coordinators in the sending and receiving institutions, however, the management and evaluation of projects and, therefore the allocation of grant funding, is not being done en masse by the European Commission itself. Since the Lifelong Learning Programme commenced, this task has been managed by designated National Agencies (NAs), which deal with all Erasmus+ related activities within the country. In several countries, the role of NA is performed by existing educational agencies, such as DAAD in Germany of and the British Council in the United Kingdom. Several countries have diff erent NAs for diff erent language groups or diff erent agencies for youth and education activities (both apply in Belgium, for example).
Erasmus+ has made an eff ort to tackle some long-standing problems, however, signifi cant issues remain. Barriers to enter the programme existed a decade ago 49 and continue to exist now 50 . Th e availability of Erasmus exchanges to students from disadvantaged backgrounds remains quite low, even with the introduction of additional top-up grants. Th e availability of exchange to people with disabilities, notwithstanding additional grant support, remains miniscule -0.14% in the year [2013] [2014] 51 with the number staying relatively the same year-on-year. Th e availability of exchanges to students from partner countries continues to be lower due to stricter rules for establishing partnerships and an inability to initiate the partnership from the side of the partner country's higher education institutions.
However, it is argued that, even though education is not one of the areas of competence of the EU, this belongs to a so-called supportive competence 52 , the large amount of funding and comprehensive regulatory documents concerning the quality of exchange (primarily concerning the recognition of exchange studies and host institution services) coupled with pan-European advancements in harmonisation of education systems (primarily the Bologna Process and creation of ECTS) constitutes a major contribution to the reforms in European higher education 53 . Th e current programme runs to the 2020/2021 academic year, and the 30 th anniversary prompted the policy-makers as well as non-governmental organisations in the fi eld of youth and education to start a comprehensive debate on the next iteration of the combined youth & education projects funding scheme. A public campaign was launched to increase the funding of the successor to the Erasmus+ by ten times, named Erasmusx10 54 , which tries to play on a statement by the President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, to be "9 times more ambitious with the future of the Erasmus+ programme" 55 . Statements of support for larger fi nancial contributions to the Erasmus+ successor programme in the next cycle were also made by France's president Emmanuel Marcon 56 and members of his cabinet 57 . Th e fi nal celebration of the 30 th anniversary saw the unveiling of the Erasmus Generation Declaration, which consists of 30 major points to be tackled in the future programme, amongst them further internationalisation of the programme by making it even more global than it is right now and preparing the benefi ciaries of the programme for life in the modern age 58 .
Academic mobility in Russia
Despite the fact that the Russian law on education does not contain a general defi nition of academic mobility, Russia's education policy is aimed at development in this area.
Academic mobility in Russia exists on two levels -international and national, with a signifi cant imbalance in applicable law towards the former.
In Russian Federal Law "On Education in the Russian Federation", academic mobility is referred to in the context of a network form of realisation of the educational programme, which was mentioned in the fi rst part of this article. Academic mobility here is used as one of the ways of interaction between educational institutions to ensure the ability of students to study educational programmes implemented by those institutions jointly. Th e concept of academic mobility in this regard is discussed . Th e recommendations contain an indication that the development of programmes in a network form should be carried out by introducing regulations on academic mobility into the by-laws of educational institutions. At the same time, the need to develop a mechanism for credit recognition is separately indicated. Also, the recommendations serve to fi x the status of academic mobility as one of the steps for development and approval of joint educational programmes.
Th us, it can be concluded that when partnerships between educational institutions are established the issue of academic mobility between those institutions should be addressed by them. Consequently, academic mobility is presumed to be one of the important forms of interaction between educational institutions.
Th e Russian law on education does not establish that the provisions on the network forms in the implementation of educational programs are applied exclusively to Russian institutions. Th erefore, the above conclusions are valid for international academic mobility, which is separately mentioned in the text of the law. Academic mobility is an integral part of Russia's international educational cooperation in accordance with Article 105 of the Russian law on education. Development of international academic mobility is one of the priority projects of the Ministry of Education and Science of Russian Federation. As such, academic mobility is one of the focal points in the Academic Excellence Project 5-100, which is implemented in Russia since 2013 in accordance with the regulation introduced by the Russian Government following an executive order from the President of the Russian Federation in 2012
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. Th e main aim of this project is to raise the positions of Russian universities in international higher education institutions ratings: by 2020 at least 5 Russian universities should be placed in the top hundred in such ratings as Times Higher Education, QS, ARWU etc.
In this programme the main focus is placed on the incoming mobility programme -the creation of the necessary conditions for attracting international students is included in the task list of the "Concept of Long-term Social-Economic Development of Russian Federation until 2020" number of foreign students attending Russian educational institutions 62 . In terms of the number of foreign students studying in Russia the CIS countries are leading -Kazakhstan and Ukraine. We see a diff erent picture in the statistics of outgoing mobility: its numbers declined in the analysed period. It should be noted that Russian students mainly choose European countries for training.
In light of the above circumstances, the Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation made a decision to launch a project to increase the attractiveness of Russian education. Within the framework of this project it is planned to achieve a 3-fold increase in the number of incoming students by 2025.
In practice, international academic mobility in Russia is being implemented in several forms:
-Implementation of intergovernmental agreements in the fi eld of education. Currently, the Russian Federation is currently party to 86 international agreements 63 with diff erent states on the matter of cooperation in science and education, which implies, among others, a commitment to the development of international academic mobility (exchange studies as well as full-degree studies). Russia joined the Bologna Process in 2003, which also permitted to advance the development of international academic mobility in Russia through greater convergence of education systems within the EHEA. Th e Government of the Russian Federation also defi nes quotas for education of foreign citizens and stateless people from the funds of the federal budget 64 ; -Participation in international exchange programs. Currently Russian HEIs participate, among others, in such international programs as Erasmus+ (Russia is a Partner Country in the programme), North2North, etc. However, not all HEIs can provide their students with the possibility to participate in such programs. Th is can be linked to several factors: the fi nancial resources of Russian HEIs do not permit to provide their students with equal possibilities to participate in such programs (especially taking into account that the average cost of living is lower in Russia and travel to host institutions costs signifi cantly more than same-distance travel within the EU); some of the exchange programs (especially Erasmus+) do not provide for equal participation of Russian HEIs in their activities; and the fact that the curricula of the Russian HEIs is not fully unifi ed in accordance with international criteria (mainly EHEAs) gives rise to issues with the choice of courses on mobility period and subsequent recognition of studies at home institutions. Within international mobility programmes the focus is being placed on individual student mobility, or so-called free-mover mobility, which is based on the personal initiative of the student and does not imply any kind of institutional support on behalf of a home university. A substantial amount of grant programmes provides for an opportunity to study for one year in foreign HEIs. However, the question of getting the free-mover period approved by the home institution (starting from the granting of leave of absence and fi nishing with the possibility of credit recognition) is one which is posing many diffi culties for free-movers due to necessity to negotiate every miniscule detail with both institutions without being able to rely on common provisions of agreements and programmes; -Partnership Agreements between HEIs. In the present day this form of institutionalising of academic mobility becomes more and more widespread. Partnership agreements, among other things, simplify the procedures on formal issues -comparability of courses' workload, rules for credit recognition, etc. Th ese rules are being agreed to between the administrations of the universities, who are initiators of the creation of new academic mobility partnerships. Th is allows the student to carry out academic mobility as part of the learning process at the domestic university. Th ese agreements can be conducted on a departmental as well as on a university-wide level.
According to the research results 65 , at the beginning of the 2015/2016 academic year, the number of international students in Russian HEIs amounted to 5 percent of the overall student population. It should be noted that the distribution of international students is uneven -the majority of students study in the HEIs of Moscow and St. Petersburg.
Th ese statistics demonstrate a problem which is characteristic for the Russian education system and which is relevant for the issue of academic mobility within the country. Russia has around 900 HEIs 66 , but only 1% of them are included in international rating QS World University Rankings 2017/2018. Additionally, the access to education in those "top" universities is severely hindered by their concentration in the metropolitan regions.
As was mentioned earlier, Russia practically does not have any legal regulation on academic mobility within the country. In light of this fact, examples of the realisation of exchange programs for students within Russia are singular and confi ned to the Białostockie Studia Prawnicze 2018 vol. 23 nr 2 practices of single universities. Several forms of national academic mobility should be noted:
-Inter-university student mobility. Norms on realisation of this type of student mobility are normally contained in the offi cial documents of universities. Model agreements on student mobility between universities do not exist and are planned to be created in light of recent initiatives by the Ministry of Education of the Russian Federation 67 . By-laws of HEIs generally allow to benefi t from this type of mobility at all levels of higher education. It should be noted that this defi nition of inter-university mobility also includes such types of short-term academic mobility as conferences, seminars, summer schools, etc.
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-Intra-university student mobility, which can be divided into: -Inter-campus mobility (implemented by the Higher School of Economics, being one of the biggest HEIs in Russia with 4 campuses in four diff erent Russian cities (Moscow, St. Petersburg, Perm and Nizhny Novgorod). Intrauniversity mobility provides students with the opportunity to study in another campus for a period of 4 to 6 months, with this opportunity limited to full-time students of the HEI
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; and -Mobility between academic programmes (implemented by Astrakhan State University). Th is type of mobility allows the student to study individual academic disciplines or parts of them within the framework of full-time education in another university's educational program 70 .
All of the above demonstrates that Russian universities have an interest in creating and expanding academic mobility programmes within the country, but it is premature to speak of real development in this direction. Th is statement can be supported by the large number of problems that universities will inevitably encounter when trying to create or participate in mobility programmes. Among them the fi nancial issues and the diff erence of educational programmes due to which, the disciplines studied at diff erent universities are not comparable (the European Universities' Credit System has not as yet been introduced in all Russian universities). Th ese problems are common for universities and require a solution at the regulatory level.
In June 2017, the Minister of Education and Science of the Russian Federation, announced the launch of a pilot program to expand networking in the framework of academic mobility between Russian universities but, as of the beginning of 2018, the details of the future program have not been disclosed. Questions on what exactly the concept of internal Russian academic mobility planned by the Ministry of Education will be and when it will be implemented, remain open.
Conclusions
As evident from this brief study of diff erent modes of international student mobility, there is a continuous trend for integration and harmonisation of European higher education systems, which involves both EU countries and the wider network of the Council of Europe and EHEA.
Th ere is substantial legal basis for HE integration in the form of international treaties, concluded mostly between the members of the Council of Europe.
Th e Russian national legal system lacks a proper regulatory framework for academic mobility, at least in the form of general rules regarding student exchanges. As we can see, major fi nancial incentives paired with unambiguous rules regarding the administration of the programme and the rights of participants (namely the Erasmus Charter for Higher Education) can slowly push even the most conservative HEIs in the right direction.
Even established grant schemes for obtaining state support for education abroad, such as the Russian Global Education scheme, are inadequately regulated, which, in turn, leads to a low number of participants in the scheme (relative to the funds procured for it).
Moreover, Russian participation in major mobility schemes, such as Erasmus, hinges on the fact that these programs are funded by other states, and Russia does not actively contribute to it. Th erefore, they cannot be used as a method of intercultural dialogue, but as a political tool, thus harming the understanding between the youth. Th e creation of Russia's own programmes and mobility grant systems for exchange studies, could be an answer to these issues. 
